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Course evaluation: Reconfigurations for learning with Learning Management Systems 
 
Abstract 
The introduction of online delivery platforms such as Learning Management Systems (LMS) 
in tertiary education has changed the methods and modes of curriculum delivery and 
communication. While course evaluation methods have also changed from paper-based in-
class-administered methods to largely online-administered methods, the data collection 
instruments have remained unchanged. This paper reports on a small exploratory study of two 
tertiary-level courses. The study investigated why design of the instruments and methods to 
administer surveys in the courses are ineffective measures against the intrinsic characteristics 
of online learning. It reviewed the students’ response rates of the conventional evaluations for 
the courses over an eight-year period. It then compared a newly developed online evaluation 
and the conventional methods over a two-year period. The results showed the response rates 
with the new evaluation method increased by more than 80 percent from the average of the 
conventional evaluations (below 30 percent), and the students’ written feedback were more 
detailed and comprehensive than in the conventional evaluations. The study demonstrated the 
possibility that the LMS-based learning evaluation can be effective and efficient in terms of 
the quality of students’ participation and engagement in their learning, and for an integrated 
pedagogical approach in an online learning environment. 
  
Keywords: course evaluation; evaluation design; learning evaluation; learning management 
systems; online course evaluation 
 
Introduction  
The technologies used in education are increasingly mobile-based and the education 
paradigms are shifting to include online learning, hybrid learning and collaborative models 
(Johnson, Adams & Cummins, 2012). The availability of mobile technologies such as PDAs, 
mobile phones, laptops, and PC tablets has enabled different ways of learning delivery and 
assessment (Johnson et al., 2012; Peters, 2007). In particular, blended features of those 
devices with always-connected Internet and thousands of apps have enhanced personalised 
learning experiences (Johnson et al., 2012) by producing “unique educational affordances” 
including portability, social interactivity, context sensitivity, connectivity and individuality 
(Peters, 2007). In this context, the technological trends imply that learning evaluation needs 
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to reflect the shifting of educational paradigms and the paper focuses on investigating online 
learning and its evaluation in Learning Management Systems (LMS) in higher education.  
 
To manage, deliver, and monitor online pedagogy, content, and organisational and 
administrative processes, tertiary education institutions have been turning to LMS such as 
Blackboard and Moodle. Pedagogically, LMS are thought to offer a number of improvements 
on traditional curriculum delivery methods. LMS enable teachers to provide various learning 
modes such as fully online learning and blended learning based on its flexible, personalisable 
and customisable interactions (Attwell & Hughes, 2010; Bennett et al., 2011). In a climate 
where LMS are expected to offer interactive and dynamic learning experiences, they support 
various learning styles and enhance self-directed and responsible learning (Attwell & Hughes, 
2010). As Phelps, Graham and Watts (2011) emphasised, in addition, technology-integrated 
learning not only enhances teaching and learning but also transforms the values, attitudes, 
beliefs and practices of learners, teachers and institutions. However, a comparable discussion 
about the value of online teaching and learning has yet to be comprehensively considered 
beyond definitions and discussions of student and teacher presence (Northcote, 2010).  
 
The key to success in transformed models of online learning and teaching is to facilitate 
active participation and collaboration by students in problem solving and knowledge 
production (Phillips, McNaught & Kennedy, 2012). However, students often feel isolated and 
alone in their early experiences online (McInnerney & Roberts, 2004). This requires teachers 
to provide timely feedback and appropriate interventions for students’ continuous interaction 
and engagement (Weaver, Nair & Spratt, 2005). Interestingly, the requirements are consistent 
with well-known “Seven principles for Good Practice in Undergraduate Education” proposed 
by Chickering and Gamson (1987) in that the first and the fourth principles are “Encourages 
contacts between students and faculty” and “Giving prompt feedback”. This means that the 
fundamental role of teachers could be the same in both online and offline and online learning 
requires teachers to facilitate the interactions and the interventions in line with the 
management of online delivery.  
 
In addition, educators need to be aware that the standardised formats available within LMS 
can over-generalise disciplinary characteristics and pedagogical development (Park, 2011). In 
design education, for example, studio-based learning is characterised by a multi-discipline 
mode (Visser, 2008), reflective practice (Schön, 1983), and project-based collaboration (Lee, 
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2009) and its main medium for communication uses artefacts such as sketches, graphics and 
photos (Simpson, 2006). Such characteristics of design education imply that the course 
evaluation must also vary, and therein the delivery structure and learning experience need to 
be used to evaluate the course. The depth of integration relates to the extent of resonance in 
technology uses throughout all aspects of design, from learning and teaching (pedagogy) and 
disciplinary variations (content) to selection and use of technological tools (technology) 
(Mishra & Koehler, 2006). However, technology-integrated approaches do not reflect 
disciplinary knowledge differences because teachers tend to ignore the full complexity of the 
pedagogy, content and context (Harris, Mishra & Koehler, 2009).  
 
Using data drawn from a comparative study of two graphic design course evaluations, this 
paper discusses the effectiveness of conventional evaluation methodologies used to evaluate 
students’ learning experiences. Three literature areas are discussed as these provide a 
theoretic setting for the effectiveness of evaluation methodologies in online learning (intrinsic 
characteristics of online learning, tertiary-level course evaluation, conventional and online 
evaluation methods). The study’s five stages are then discussed. Stage 1 compares the 
response rates of the two courses in the conventional online evaluations. Stage 2 reviews an 
eight-year period of the response rates of the two courses in transitioning of the conventional 
evaluations from in-class evaluation to online evaluation. Stage 3 investigates the student 
perceptions of the conventional evaluations with a focus group (n=57). Stage 4 examines the 
University’s course evaluation questionnaire in terms of its effectiveness for online learning. 
Before moving to Stage 5, an argument is made that there is a necessity for an LMS-based 
learning evaluation methodology based on the results from Stages 1 to 4. Then Stage 5 
suggests a new evaluation method and presents its test results of the two courses alongside 
the conventional evaluations over a two-year period. The results showed the response rates 
for the new evaluation method increased by more than 80 percent from the average of the 
University’s conventional evaluations (below 30 percent), and  the students’ written feedback 
were more detailed and comprehensive than in the conventional evaluations.   
 
Literature review 
Intrinsic characteristics of online learning 
A number of the characteristics of online education have their roots in distance education and 
there are four types of interaction: student-content, student-instructor, student-student, and 
student-interface (Martin, Parker & Deale, 2012; Wang, 2004). The types of interaction play 
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an important role in developing sufficient levels of deep and meaningful learning that support 
learners' needs in the entire learning process (Martin, et al., 2012; Wang, 2004). Based on an 
empirical study with 21 graduate students in an LMS setting, Martin et al. (2012) also argued 
that at least one of the interaction types at a high level can result in a satisfying learning 
experience. Interaction types are used to indicate the relation between the learning 
components in an online learning environment. Thus, the fundamental structural components 
of online learning should be interface, interaction and content in relation to students’ 
interactive learning experiences in an LMS site. First, the interface refers to “specific 
technologies, platforms, and applications students must use to interact with course content” 
(Swan, 2003, p. 31). Second, the interaction refers to “reciprocal events involving at least two 
actors and/or objects and at least two actions in which the actors, objects, and events mutually 
influence each other” (Swan, 2003, p. 16). Third, the content refers to the learning materials 
with which the students interact – the knowledge, skills and attitudes being studied (Swan, 
2003). In an online learning site, the interaction and the interface are interrelated and 
interconnected to each other within the students’ activities via the content (Wang, 2004).  
 
Not only should a remodelled evaluation method take into account the three fundamental 
structural components of an online learning experience, but it needs to incorporate the 
discipline’s pedagogical values. Traditionally, design education has been implemented 
through interaction, cooperation and communication (Park, 2011). In this context, teachers 
need to try to understand how these work together with the disciplinary pedagogies and 
values. As an LMS site caters to various types of interactions, it is capable of being a 
(learning) web space, where students have their interactive learning experiences through the 
interactions with learning content, teachers and other students. The learning interactions and 
communications could be structured with the LMS interface to be ostensible, intuitive and 
recognisable. 
 
Tertiary-level course evaluations 
To ensure continued vigilance over the quality of curriculum and curriculum delivery, 
institutions carry out evaluations that identify and measure the effectiveness of curriculum 
processes (Australian Universities Quality Agency, 2010). In Australia, the Federal 
Government requires accredited tertiary education institutions to conduct annual course 
evaluations as well as provide evidence of internal evaluation as part of federal performance 
audits (Davies, Hirschberg, Lye & Johnston, 2010). While for national course evaluations, 
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the Student Experience Questionnaire (SEQ) is standardised, there is considerable variation 
between the individual institutional methods – such as different weights and question types of 
the categories of lecturer, subject, students and their learning (Davies et al., 2010).  
 
This study uses a generic term: Course Evaluation Questionnaire (CEQ) to investigate the 
study of university’s instrumentation. The usefulness and effectiveness of quality control 
devices and internal quality evaluation mechanisms continues to be controversial (Law, 
2010). One reason for the ineffectiveness of such data gathering devices is the misfit of 
purpose between stakeholders. At the management level higher education institutions view, 
these devices as instruments for accountability compliance and revenue accumulation 
(Lemass & Stace, 2010), whereas teaching staff are more likely to view the devices as 
indicators for review of teaching practices and curriculum content (Young, 2006). At one 
time such information gathering devices were administered in class in paper-based formats, 
but are increasingly being delivered online. Universities claim that the electronic student 
evaluation increases the quality and timeliness of the feedback and is cost effective for data 
collection and maintenance although its response rate is lower than paper-based surveys 
(Kinash, Knight & Hives, 2011).   
 
Online learning in tertiary education has been pressured to explore new contexts and 
strategies and this generates a belief that effective teaching refers to a customised learning 
and teaching to promote flexible levels of student engagement and learning (Bennett et al., 
2011). To improve the educational effectiveness in this new environment, the teachers need 
to be encouraged and supported to try new, pedagogically sound practices (Bennett et al., 
2011). Yet, ironically the conventional evaluation does not fit into the changed learning 
environment.  
 
Conventional and online evaluation methodologies 
A conventional method of administering course evaluations consists of students completing 
paper-based evaluation instrumentation in class. This method of data gathering usually occurs 
at the end of the teaching period for a course or unit of study. The type of information 
gathered relies on student perceptions of their experiences. This experiential information 
often tries to capture data relevant to content delivery, teaching evaluation, and student 
satisfaction. The typical instrumentation is mixed-methods – qualitative and quantitative, 
often with an emphasis on quantitative data. Likert scales are the preferred quantitative 
6 
 
method and addenda space for further comments providing the qualitative component. 
Completion is usually voluntary, although mandatory completion conducted at the end of the 
final lesson or tutorial is not unheard of. A teacher or administrator then collects the 
completed paperwork and forwards data to an administration point where it is collated and 
analysed.  
 
Online evaluation methods typically require students to complete an evaluation instrument 
via a central intranet platform. Students need to log on to a password protected site 
constructed by the institution and complete an electronic or digital ‘form’ online. The 
advantage for them is that the process can be done at a time and place of their choice. Once 
they have completed the task, the form will be submitted to an administration point. Other 
delivery formats include email.  
 
Dawson, Heathcote and Poole (2010) pointed out that there has been limited uptake of digital 
data analytics other than finance and admissions associated within tertiary education, 
although the data mining from LMS can be used for “the development of personalised 
learning resource”, “modelling the collective learning community behaviours” and 
“understanding the specific learning needs” (p. 118).  Attwell and Hughes (2010) also argued 
that the use of technology for learning leads to the development of new pedagogies because 
of the changes of the learners' needs, yet tertiary institutions may be failing to meet the needs 
which are characterised with “ubiquity”, “accessibility”, “rapid feedback” and “ease of use” 
(p. 7). In this context, Harrington and Reasons (2005) considered that evaluation criteria often 
do not properly reflect the online learning experience of students. The researchers also argued 
that current evaluation questionnaires place too much weight on teachers’ performance and  
students’ attitude and efforts, and in so doing they resemble in-class evaluations. It is now 
thought that online learning should take place in an interactive learning space through various 
interactions and communications, and the learning site itself should be an interactive and 
seamlessly structured environment for online learning (Park, 2008).   
 
One of the major impacts of technology in education is that personalised learning has become 
“a barometer of school ethos” (Sebba et al., 2007, p. 40). Technology is recognised as 
providing a greater range of learning resources and for the capacity to assess student work 
online, enabling customisable learning and teaching based on individual student needs, skills, 
and interests (Bailey, Henry, McBride & Puckett, 2011). Thus, personalised learning implies 
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that the learning evaluation of an online based learning or a technology-integrated learning 
system needs to be aligned with such approaches. In other words, the data collection from the 
conventional evaluation methods may be less meaningful and useful to develop a 
personalised and customised learning experience (Bailey et al., 2011). In practice, Dawson et 
al. (2010) claimed that LMS functions such as teaching administration, assessment, content 
and student interactions need to be grouped in order to collect meaningful data. Although the 
grouping is subjective to some degree as the researchers acknowledged, this approach shows 
an LMS-based evaluation can be “a more readily interpretable interface” for evaluating the 
teaching and learning (Dawson et al., 2010, p. 123). In this sense, the key presupposition of 
the study is that an LMS-based evaluation can be considered as an extended or an alternative 
form of the traditional evaluation. 
 
Methods, results and analysis  
The University changed their evaluation method from an in-class mode to an online system in 
2007. The in-class evaluation is where an evaluation officer asks students to fill out a 
questionnaire and comment sheet in classroom, whereas the online method is where the 
University centrally request students to complete an evaluation form via an email link. The 
chosen two design courses named here as Course 1 and Course 2 in the University were 
offered on-campus (face-to-face) and through online mode. 57 students also participated in a 
focus group discussion on their perceptions of the University course evaluations. With the 
proposed five stages of the study method, the study argued the limitations of the conventional 
course evaluations for online learning with the two courses and demonstrated the 
effectiveness and feasibility of the LMS-based learning evaluation.   
 
Stage 1 - Online course evaluation  
Table 1 shows the student response rates of the two courses in the online mode only for the 
University’s online CEQ. The rates in the evaluations of the courses were low. No single 
semester recorded more than a 20 percent response rate with only 12.26 percent (n=13/106) 
overall average. The evaluation results cannot (or in a limited way could) be used for the 
improvement of teaching and learning or for further development of the course site. 
 
Table1  
Response rates of Course 1 and Course 2 (online mode only): Online CEQ methods  
Course 1  Response/Cohort numbers Response rate (%) 
2007 SEM 2 4/21  19.04 
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2007 SEM 1 5/29  17.24 
2006 SEM 2 3/35  8.57 
Course 2  Response/Cohort numbers Response rate (%) 
2008 SEM1 0  0 
2007 SEM2 1/21  4.76 
Total  13/106 Average 12.26 
 
Stage 2 - Comparison between in-class and online CEQ methods  
Table 2 shows that the response rate to the CEQ on average for the in-class evaluation was 
22.57 percent (n=415/1866) over the five years (2001-2005) on average, compared to 5.86 
percent (n=18/307) for two years (2006 and 2007) the online method. The response rates to 
CEQ’s evaluation indicate a large portion of the decline in participation rates following the 
introduction of the online system (There is no data for Course 2 prior to its introduction in 
2007).  
 
Table 2  
Course 1 CEQs response rates 2001 to 2007  
Course modes Response/Cohort numbers Response rate (%) 
CEQ completion: Online  
2007 SEM 1 3/117  2.56 
2006 SEM 2 15/190  7.89 
Total  18/307 Average 5.86 
CEQ completion: In-class  
2005 SEM 2 65/283  22.96 
2004 SEM 3 10/340  2.94 
2003 SEM 3 132/380  34.73 
2002 SEM 3 90/435  20.68 
2001 SEM 3 118/428  27.57 
Total  415/1866 Average 22.24 
 
Stage 3 - Student perceptions of evaluation methodologies 
Reflecting on the findings in conjunction with findings from focus group data (n=57) 
identified that the students do not like the way the University ask them to complete the 
evaluation. They perceived the request as not being learning related and they did not see 
value in participating. The email request was perceived as just one of many information 
emails which are regularly sent by the University and simply ignored it. Unless it is directly 
related to their concerns and interests, students do not feel compelled to participate. Table 3 
shows that the student have received 90 emails on average during a semester and 66.93 
percent on average (n=245/366) over four semesters of those emails were not directly related 
to their course studying. Those emails included IT helpdesk notices, facilitation updates, 
events and student association matters that can be treated as trivial. Learning related emails 
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are mostly teachers’ responses to student queries and assessment related notices. 
 
Table 3  
Classification of University-related student emails  
Year/Semester Total Learning related Others Non-learning related rate (%) 
2007 SEM 2 94 35 59  62.76 
2007 SEM 1 103 44 59  57.28 
2006 SEM 2 80 28 52  65.00 
2006 SEM 1 89 14 75  84.26 
Total  366 121 245 Average 66.93 
 
Stage 4 - Evaluation questionnaire  
The University’s CEQ needed to be examined closely in order to reveal how a number of key 
characteristics for online learning had been embedded in the questionnaire. Table 4 shows the 
structure of the questionnaire in terms of its teaching and learning evaluation for online mode 
(see Appendix 1 Student evaluations for online mode). The criteria were constructed on the 
basis of the similarity and proximity of meaning and context of each question. Many 
questions did not directly relate to or include the characteristics of an online learning because 
they overtly focus on face-to-face concerns.  
 
Table 4  
Evaluation questionnaire analysis  
Criteria  Teaching  (10Qs) Course (20Qs) 
Teacher encouragement (contact and 
feedback) 
Q1, Q2, Q3 Q6, Q7, Q9 Q2, Q3, Q7, Q8, Q19, Q20 
Course materials  Q4, Q8, Q5 Q1, Q13,  Q17, Q18 
Student engagement (attitude and effort ) None Q4, Q5, Q9  
Study resources (library, textbooks)  None Q6, Q14, Q15, Q16 
Overall satisfaction  Q10 Q10, Q11, Q12 
 
Discussions on the findings of Stages 1 to 4 
It was clear that the response rates for the evaluations decreased once the method of data 
collection changed from the in-class to the online evaluation. The data collection method 
(email) was not perceived as important by students and not seen as related to their learning. 
Additionally, the evaluation criteria and questionnaire were not designed to adequately reflect 
the characteristics of online learning environments. From the findings of the stages 1 to 4, 
four arguments can put forward in support of an evaluation design that is to be functionally 
and conceptually appropriate for students to evaluate their learning experiences. 
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Argument 1: The evaluation questionnaire needs to be redesigned based on the students’ 
perceived and experienced framework of the learning content and LMS site. The key 
pedagogical value in the online learning is the interactive learning experience (Attwell & 
Hughes, 2010), and the evaluation should focus on examining the quality of the interactive 
learning experience beyond the conventional frame of learning evaluation. As shown in 
Table 4, the University’s CEQ did not reflect the site structure and learning experience. 
Merging the course evaluation into the interactive learning experience means that the 
evaluations become an integrated entity in the students’ learning experiences in the online 
learning. Harris et al. (2009) argued that evaluation of online learning needs to be based on 
the key activity structure of the application. In other words, content-neutral activity types are 
prone to instructional applications that cannot be aligned with pedagogical design and 
disciplinary content (Harris et al., 2009).  Such an understanding provides a logical necessity 
that the evaluation should be absorbed into the learning structure and should be designed as a 
learning activity within/in link with the LMS site.  
 
Argument 2: The current evaluation methods and questionnaires reflecting face-to-face 
learning and teaching do not provide opportunities for students to review their interactive 
learning experiences (Edstrom, 2008). The learning experience takes place virtually through 
the interface of LMS site and the interactions with students, content and teacher. Therefore, 
the teacher performance should be embedded in the learning activities and interactions in an 
LMS site and this facilitates students’ interactive and active participation (Weaver et al., 
2005). These arguments imply that the responses measured by the current evaluation methods 
and questionnaires (i.e. teacher’s classroom performance) could possibly be pointless and 
irrelevant to the improvements of teaching and learning. As seen in Table 1 and 2, the 
significant decrease in the response rates occurred between the in-class and the online 
evaluation. Therefore, the evaluation questionnaire and method needs to be designed to focus 
on students’ learning experience and reflect the types of interactions in LMS.   
 
Argument 3: Is the current delivery method of the online evaluation an appropriate method 
for online learning? The delivery method is that students are informed of the course 
evaluation survey through the office of learning and teaching via an email notification first 
and several email reminders later. Then the students need to log on to the central intranet 
platform to complete the questionnaire. As seen in the results of the stage 2 and 3, this 
delivery method reduced the response rate and was perceived as an external interference. As 
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a result, this delivery method reduced the immediacy and continuity between the evaluation 
and the interactive learning experience. As an automatic email reminder is sent every few 
days to remind students to visit the evaluation web page linked in the email, the lack of 
immediacy requires (or forced) them to expend extra time to respond to the questionnaire. A 
discontinuity, on the other hand, occurs when students have received many emails regarding 
non-learning related activities as well as evaluation requests for other courses. These 
arguments demonstrate the need for the evaluation to be embedded into the LMS site or 
located in a place where there are links directly from the LMS.   
 
Argument 4: The teaching and learning evaluation conducted by universities must commence 
after or when the learning period ends. It is illogical to expect that students will be able to 
evaluate their full learning experience before its completion. As their primary learning 
experience takes place within the interface of the course site according to the course 
schedule, the evaluation period should be set at the end of the learning schedule. At the 
beginning of semester, the students should be informed that their learning objectives would 
be achieved by the completion of the scheduled evaluation.  
 
Stage 5 - Course site design in terms of interactive learning experience  
Taking into account the three fundamental structural components of an online learning 
experience and the pedagogical values of design education, a framework of a Blackboard-
based learning site suggests four components: Course Information (CI), Learning Content 
(LC), Interactive Communication (IC) and Supplementary Functions (SF) (Park, 2008; 2011). 
The four components are connected systematically and seamlessly for support of interactive 
learning experiences in design education (Park, 2008; 2011). The framework was developed 
based on the exploratory and theoretical research on online design education in order to 
create an interactive learning experience and environment in an LMS site (Park, 2008; 2011). 
 
This framework and the four considerations (arguments) for online learning above lay the 
foundation for a conceptual structure of the LMS-based learning evaluation. The courses 
were structured within a pedagogical framework of a graphic design course and delivered via 
an LMS site, with facilitation and encouragement of interactions and communications that are 
the key design pedagogical concepts and concerns (Park, 2008; 2011). The courses were 
evaluated within the framework in order to support the arguments and examine their 
feasibility.  
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The questionnaire was developed for the LMS-based learning evaluation (Refer to Appendix 
2): questions two to five represent the four components of the framework. It is comprised of 
seven questions: question 1 asks about the respondent’s study mode, question six relates to 
overall satisfaction with the learning experience, and question seven offers an open-ended 
comment. The framework components related the questions are designed with a five-point 
Likert Scale: Strongly Agree (5), Agree (4), Neither Agree nor Disagree (3), Disagree (2), 
Strongly Disagree (1), and Not Applicable (0). Table 5 shows that the participation rates of 
the LMS-based learning evaluation were much higher than the University evaluation – each 
course recorded 56.25 percent and 61.90 percent respectively. 
 
Table 5  
Response rates of LMS-based Course Evaluation (LMS) and University Evaluation (Uni)  
Courses Course 1 Course 2 
Methods LMS Uni LMS Uni 
Participants 18/32 2/32 13/21 1/21 
Participation rate (%) 56.25% 6.25% 61.90% 4.7% 
 
Evaluation results  
Table 6 shows the details of the LMS-based learning evaluation results of the courses (online 
mode); more than 80 percent of the respondents chose either scale 5 or 4 for the question two 
to six. The overall response was very affirmative and the majority of students were satisfied 
with the qualities of the learning experience of each of the learning components (Q6). The 
written feedback (Q7) also recorded very high response rates. 61.11 percent of the 
respondents of Course 1 and 76.92 percent of Course 2 made their comments about the 
course and learning experience. The quality of feedback was relatively deeper and more 
constructive, which is rarely found in the conventional course evaluation results of the course 
(Refer to Appendix 3 Selected written feedback).  
 
Table 6  
LMS-based learning evaluation results 
 Scales   Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 (Comments) 
 
Course 1 
 (n = 18) 
5 9 (50.00%) 10 (55.55%) 10 (55.55%) 11 (61.11%) 11 (61.11%) 11 (61.11%) 
4 9 (50.00%) 7 (38.88%) 7 (38.88%) 7 (38.88%) 6 (33.33%) 
3 0 1 (5.55%) 1 (5.55%) 0 1 (5.55%) 
2 0 0 0 0   0 
1 0  0  0  0  0 
   Total 18 (100.0%) 18 (100.0%) 18 (100.0%) 18 (100.0%) 18 (100.0%) 11 (61.11%) 
 
Course 2  
5 5 (38.46%) 6 (46.15%) 7 (53.84%) 8 (61.53%) 6 (46.15%) 10 (76.92%) 
4 7 (53.84%) 5 (38.46%) 5 (38.46%) 4 (30.76%) 6 (46.15%) 
13 
 
(n = 13) 3 1 (7.69%) 1 (7.69%) 0 1 (7.69%) 1 (7.69%) 
2 0 1 (7.69%) 0 0   0 
1 0  0 1 (7.69%) 0  0 
   Total 13 (100.0%) 13 (100.0%) 13 (100.0%) 13 (100.0%) 13 (100.0%) 10 (76.92%) 
 
Findings  
There was no confusion or complaints from the students about the implementations of the 
LMS-based learning evaluation. Rather, the outcomes were likely to verify the limitations of 
the University evaluation - participation rates, quality of written feedback, and student 
engagement in and perception of evaluation. First, the participation rates of the LMS-based 
learning evaluations (Table 5) were much higher than both the online-based and classroom-
based evaluations conducted by the University. The written feedback was also relatively 
meaningful so that it can be used for the course improvement. Second, the LMS-based 
learning evaluations were perceived as part of the learning processes because they were set in 
the course site and conducted after completion of the course. Third, the questionnaires were 
designed through reflection on the interface of the course site, so the evaluation reduced any 
unfamiliarity and dissociation common to the conventional evaluations. Fourth, the 
evaluations were conducted according to the learning schedule so that they were perceived by 
students as one of the learning activities.   
 
The arguments presented thus far support the statement that active participation, high 
engagement and constructive feedback can be achieved with learning evaluations where the 
design of the evaluation questionnaire characterises online learning. In other words, the 
evaluation can be designed to be one of the scheduled learning activities embedded in the 
LMS site, which extends from an extra or trivial task to an interactive and communicative 
form.  
 
Conclusion 
At the outset it was essential to review the conventional course evaluation methods and to try 
and understand the outcomes as generated by the University. It was also important to identify 
reasons why the response rates were low and to understand why students perceived the 
evaluation as trivial extra work. The study results showed that the response rates with the 
LMS-based evaluation methodology increased by more than 80 percent from the average 
University evaluation response rates, and the participation rates and quality of written 
feedback were also much higher, more detailed and comprehensive than in conventional 
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evaluations. As a result, the study demonstrated that the LMS-based learning evaluation can 
be more effective and efficient than the conventional evaluations in terms of students’ 
participation and engagement in their learning, and for the pedagogical integration in an 
online learning environment. It also verified that the learning evaluation needs to be designed 
to reflect students’ interactive learning experiences and its implementation also needs to be 
delivered as a learning activity within the LMS and co-located with other learning activities. 
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Appendix 1 Student evaluations for online mode 
Student evaluation of teaching questionnaire for online mode 
- Quantitative Questions (five-point scale)  
1) The teacher engaged with me (via discussion board, e-mails, telephone, etc) during my course.  
2) The teacher facilitated my learning in an organised manner.  
3) The teacher gave me feedback (email, assignments, telephone, discussion boards, etc) on my work to assist 
my learning in this course  
4) The teacher presented the learning material in an interesting way.  
5) The teacher explained things (via the materials and/or technology) in a way that I could follow and 
understand  
6) The teacher obviously engaged with the course content and illustrated enthusiasm for it.  
7) The teacher marked assessment tasks fairly 
8) Learning materials and/or technology was well integrated into the teaching of this course.  
9) The teacher provided opportunities for me to have contact with other students, e.g. chat rooms, teletutorials, 
emails, discussion boards, etc.  
10) Overall, how would you rate your learning experience in this course?  
 
Student evaluation of course questionnaire for online mode 
- Quantitative Questions (five-point scale)  
1) The aims and objectives of this course are clearly identified in the course profile.  
2) The teacher staff in this course motivated me to do my best work.  
3) Feedback from assessment takes performed was appropriate and helpful.  
4) I usually had a clear idea of where I was going and what was expected of me in this course.  
5) My course helped me to develop the ability to plan my own work.  
6) The accessibility of resources (that is, library, computing) offered by my University met my needs.  
7) During the term I received feedback in sufficient time for it to be useful.  
8) I was generally given enough time to understand the things I had to learn.  
9) As a result of this course, I felt confident about tackling unfamiliar problems.  
10) Overall how would you rate your effort in this course?  
11) I felt I belonged to the University community of learners.  
12) Overall, I was satisfied with the quality of this course.  
13) Teaching staff were available or returned my calls/e-mails/forum questions within a suitable timeframe.  
14) Recommended text and resources were available in the library or electronically accessible.  
15) This course helped me to further develop library/information literacy skills.  
16) My study materials arrived in time for course commencement.  
17) I thought the teaching materials were well sequenced and well presented.  
18) The teaching material contained good explanations.  
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19) Teaching staff in this course were positive and helpful whenever contacted.  
20) Opportunities were available for me to have contact with other students, e.g. discussion forums, chat rooms, 
tele-tutorials,  
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Appendix 2 LMS-based learning evaluation  
Please choose the appropriate response for each item. It is very brief and takes only a few minute to complete. 
 
1. Choose your study mode in this course. 
- Online mode, On-campus  
 
Question 2-6 (five-point scale) 
2. How would you rate the Course Information (CI) of the course? CI includes Course profile, Assignment, 
Proposed weekly study schedule and Staff information. 
 
3. How would you rate the Learning Content (LC) of the course? LC includes Lecture Note, Tutorial Note, 
Workshop and Weekly Projects. 
 
4.  How would you rate the Interactive Communication (IC) of the course? IC includes Discussion board, Email, 
Telephone and Announcement. 
 
5. How would you rate the Supplementary Functions (SF) of the course? SF includes Assignment submission, 
Student gallery and relevant resources. 
 
6. Overall, how would you rate your learning experience in this course? 
 
7. Please give us any feedback or suggestions for how best to meet your needs. (If possible, add your comments 
based on the four components – CI, LI, IC and SF) 
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Appendix 3 Selected written feedback 
 
The course and course content was put together very well, was easy to use, informative and concise. My only 
concern was the use of Flash Paper being a little tedious - this was more relating to having to download so many 
files to my computer separately which took a bit of time. I would like to see the university go back to giving a 
CD containing all files to Online Students so we can save them to our own PC in one batch rather than 
download from the internet - one file at a time. Other than that I loved the course and my lecturer was fantastic! 
He was very knowledgeable, had a very fast turnaround time for feedback and was at all times encouraging and 
fair. The course was thoroughly enjoyed 
 
All matters relating to the subject was very good. Only one matter which concerns marking - (though I know it 
would be extremely time consuming for the markers). When errors are made on the weekly assignments it 
would be beneficial to know where we went wrong for improvement. Very proud to have learnt from the 
lecturer and will look forward to more advanced lessons 
 
I have marked everything as favourable (there is always room for improvement, however, I have no ideas on 
what to improve) The course works well. The only complaint I have is not course related - it's that in this course 
- some of the students were professional Graphic Artists - this made the course more difficult for us students 
who didn't have that experience or knowledge (which is why we are studying). I think these students who have 
knowledge should do a more advanced course rather than this one. 
 
I think because Online students do not attend lectures in the physical form as such, maybe some sort of 
multimedia experience could be offered on the website such as video, voice recordings etc of the lectures to add 
some dimension, otherwise awesome, Thanks 
 
The Learning Content of the course was all right but I would suggest that to include more advances tutorials on 
graphic wallpapers, layouts and backgrounds for students who want to a further their studies in visual and 
graphic designs.  
 
The website was a very helpful tool, it had all the information I needed there in a neat and visually pleasing 
format. It made wanting to read and learn much more fun. The course Discussion Board was also very active 
and helpful; it was also neatly set out according to the week and activity, so it was easy to find help and opinions 
regarding which project you needed help on. Overall this has been my favourite class I have attended so far. I 
love how it is presented, as well as the course projects; I think they are an excellent idea. Overall I think this 
course is a very good one. 
 
I think this course is excellently designed. Having the 10 weekly activities instead of 2 or 3 assignments allows 
the students to test their skills in 10 different areas, which means a broader area of learning. Also, the smaller 
tasks create a much more relaxed feeling about the course. 
 
I think this course is very well designed. The weekly activities are a great way of assessing and students are 
given an appropriate amount of information to complete the activities successfully. Very useful feedback is also 
available to students.  
 
